Using two separate samples, this study establishes and replicates a model of the influence of two types of educational diversity on student outcomes. Study 1, using survey data regarding undergraduate experiences from a volunteer sample of 1,963 incoming law students, confirms measurement models for diversity and outcome constructs and tests models predicting student outcomes from Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity. Study 2 utilizes data from a nationally representative sample of 6,100 incoming law students to replicate results from Study 1. Both studies find a positive relationship between diversity and educational outcomes. Results suggest that institutions of higher education should support informal interactions between students of diverse backgrounds and should encourage students to enroll in courses dealing with diversity.
Review of Literature
In 2003, the Supreme Court ruled that institutions of higher education have a "compelling interest in attaining a diverse student body" (Grutter, p. 16). The case dealt with a lawsuit against the University of Michigan Law School and was brought forth by a White student who felt that she was being discriminated against based on her race when she was not admitted to the law school. The Justices, in a 5-4 majority, voted in favor of the Law School. They reasoned that as the population demographics and the leadership hierarchies of the country shift, students will experience an ever-increasing need to be skilled at interacting with diverse individuals, ideas, and values. Rather than educating a homogenous set of students, the Court ruled it is within the constitutional rights of academic institutions to diversify their student bodies, so long as race is only a subjective "plus factor" in the decision-making process (rather than a quantifiable entity, as the undergraduate school at Michigan was treating it).
The Supreme Court's decision in this case was based on educational benefits that derive from a diverse student body and accrue to all students who attend a school, rather than for the sake of correcting social injustice. As Hurtado (2006, pp. 8) noted, diversity aids in the "production of citizens for a multicultural society that can result in leadership with greater social awareness and the complex thinking skills to alleviate social problems related to complexities of inequality." If diversifying student bodies across the country creates better citizens in the way Hurtado described, then focusing on academic outcomes for all students may alleviate more social problems than affirmative action intended solely for purposes of proportional representation.
Given the environmental influences (e.g., education, family background, and life experiences) that individuals encounter before and during higher education, it is important that methodologically sound, credible research on the manner in which diversity directly impacts student outcomes be conducted. To date, numerous empirical studies on the benefits of diversity have been published, but several have flaws in their conceptualization of constructs, operationalizations of diversity or outcomes, sampling, or use of statistical methodologies. As Kuklinski (2006) noted, studies using varied methodology have drawn very different conclusions and policy implications. Reported findings have generally shown positive educational outcomes associated with racial diversity and suggest that students attending more racially diverse schools fare better on some outcomes than students attending less diverse institutions. Such benefits broadly include: academic skills, cultural awareness and understanding, and thinking complexity (e.g., Antonio, Chang, Hakuta, Kenny, Levin & Milem, 2004; Chang, 2002) . Forms of diversity that have been studied include: compositional racial diversity (the physical racial makeup of a campus), frequency of interactions, valence of interactions (positive, neutral, or negative), and academic experiences with multicultural issues, Shaw, (2005) provides an excellent overview of the diversity literature.
Methodologies used in past studies on educational diversity have been limited. First, most studies have simultaneously analyzed multiple outcomes that are believed to measure the same underlying characteristic, decreasing power and increasing the risk of Type I error (e.g., Hurtado, 2005 regresses three "cognitive" outcomes, 11 "sociocognitive outcomes," and 11 "democratic sensibility" outcomes on three types of student informal interaction). Second, past researchers have included multiple predictors in their models that measure the same constructs, resulting in multicollinearity, or high interdependence of independent variables, thus decreasing the stability and strength of coefficient estimates. Finally, in most studies researchers using regression models to examine relations between diversity and academic outcomes only report statistical significance rather than reporting effect sizes or practical significance of findings (e.g., Antonio, 2001; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado & Gurin, 2002; Hurtado, 2005) . Given the relatively large sample sizes in most of the diversity literature, statistically significant results are not necessarily meaningful. Furthermore, most studies of diversity involve students nested within at least one school but rarely recognize that students are nested within schools and thus are not independent from one another. Multilevel modeling corrects for this dependence and provides better estimates of the relationship between diversity measures and student outcomes. Cohen, Cohen, West, and Aiken (2003) provide an accessible discussion of these methodological issues. A major study goal is to provide a methodologically rigorous study of educational diversity.
We seek to confirm and expand prior findings through the use of well-defined multilevel models of the impacts of diversity on student outcomes, first using a volunteer sample (N ϭ 1,963, nested in 16 American Bar Association-approved, accredited law schools and 442 colleges), then replicating the results with a nationally representative sample (N ϭ 6,100, nested in 50 law schools and 837 colleges). While focusing on two types of diversity in educational settings (labeled Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity) we examine two specific student outcomes based on psychological theory and literature: Cognitive Openness and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Diversity is a broad topic that takes many forms, but in this article we focus solely on racial/ ethnic diversity so that we may analyze it in great detail. Also, rather than studying compositional racial diversity of a campus, we are interested in student experiences with diversity during college. This article investigates individual differences in outcomes based on personal interactions and the extent to which individuals have engaged in formal multicultural learning.
Prior Research on Diversity

Contact Diversity
In 1954, Allport laid out optimal conditions for reducing prejudice in environments containing diverse groups of people (now labeled Contact Theory). Not only must people be frequently exposed to members of an outgroup in casual situations, but groups should also be of equivalent social standing in a cooperative en-vironment, and the interactions must be supported and encouraged by an authority figure. In a recent meta-analysis of 515 studies of Contact Theory, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) confirmed that increased contact with outgroups, even when not under the optimal conditions specified by Allport, has a consistent, small-to-medium effect on reducing prejudice and increasing positive attitudes about an outgroup. Further, Pettigrew and Tropp (2006) found that the benefits of frequent contact generalize beyond the specific outgroup of exposure.
Confronting criticism that research findings supporting the Contact Theory might be confusing correlation with causation (e.g., people who are prejudiced avoid outgroups while unprejudiced people seek outgroups), Powers and Ellison (1995) employed endogenous switching regression models, an econometric technique that compares causal models, and found no evidence of selection bias, providing support for the hypothesized directionality of outgroup contact on prejudice.
In this study, we base one of our diversity constructs on these findings. Contact Diversity measures the frequency with which an individual interacts with persons of different ethnic/ racial background, such as roommates, romantic partners, study partners, and close friends. These items do not necessarily account for the nature or valence of interactions, but we hypothesize that frequent interactions with diverse others, net of valence, results in positive outcomes as described by the Supreme Court (2003) and Hurtado (2005) . Included in these positive outcomes are the ability to think more critically and openly, and the ability to become a more engaged and democratic citizen. Indeed, Hurtado (2005;  see also Antonio, 2001) found that frequency of diverse interactions is associated with numerous "democratic sensibility" outcomes, such as concern for the public good and the importance of civic contribution.
In addition to reducing prejudice, Contact Diversity has cognitive benefits. For example, Gurin et al. (2002) found that Contact Diversity (also referred to as Informal Interactions) results in increased willingness to engage in perspective-taking. Antonio et al. (2004) provide further support for this concept. In an experimental paradigm relatively uncommon to this line of research, they found that diversity in small groups is related to increased integrative complexity, the ability to understand and incorporate different perspectives in to one's own point of view.
Classroom Diversity
The second type of diversity that we investigate is Classroom Diversity. Classroom Diversity refers to student exposure to issues of multiculturalism (minority and cultural issues) in formal academic settings. Chang (2002) studied the ways student outcomes were affected by required courses that focus on multicultural issues. After controlling for student predispositions to enroll in ethnic studies courses, Chang found that the course requirements significantly reduced racist attitudes. This finding is particularly compelling when considered along with findings from Federico and Sidanius (2002) and Reyna, Henry, Korfmacher, and Tucker (2005) . The latter two studies investigated "principled objections", the stated moral stance against affirmative action. People who use principled objections claim to oppose affirmative action on the grounds that it is unfair for any group, regardless of race/ethnicity, gender, or sexual orientation, to receive preferences in a meritocracy. Such an argument was used by Grutter in her attempt to strike down affirmative action in the 2003 Supreme Court case. Federico and Sidanius (2002) found that higher education increases the use of principled objections to affirmative action for individuals who rank high on concerns about group-dominance, and Reyna et al. (2005) confirmed that group-based stereotypes mediate the link between conservatives and principled objections (i.e., conservatives tend not to oppose affirmative action for women, but do oppose affirmative action for African Americans). In this light, Chang's (2002) finding that required courses in multicultural issues decrease stereotypes is extremely important for reducing fears of group dominance and reducing group-based stereotypes, and thus reducing the use of contrived "principled" objections to affirmative action in public policy.
Prior Research on Diversity Outcomes
Hypothesized academic benefits of diversity can be categorized into two main outcomes: Cognitive Openness and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Given the literature previously discussed, we believe that both types of diversity (Contact Diversity and Classroom Di-versity) improve both student outcomes. Additionally, we are interested in the possibility that Contact Diversity interacts with Classroom Diversity to improve student outcomes, above and beyond additive benefits accrued. That is, students who both frequently interact with diverse peers, and who have opportunities to discuss cultural issues in formal academic settings, may transfer experiences from one context to another, enhancing the outcomes of both types of diversity.
Cognitive Openness
Our Cognitive Openness construct is based on Piaget's (1985) theory of intellectual development (see Gurin et al., 2002 for a complete discussion of the link to diversity literature). Piaget posited that life transitions require people to seek out novel perspectives in order to understand complexities of new situations as an act of assimilation-accommodation of new information into reorganized schemata. Engaging new perspectives results in intellectual growth, while failure to learn about new perspectives results in intellectual stagnation. As previously mentioned, Antonio et al. (2004) found evidence for increased perspectivetaking (i.e., integrative complexity) based on diverse interactions, and preliminary findings from Chang (2002) suggest that Classroom Diversity may also increase Cognitive Openness to new perspectives. We operationalize Cognitive Openness as a student's proclivity to seek out and incorporate a multiplicity of perspectives before forming an opinion.
Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity
Returning to the foundation of the 2003 Supreme Court Grutter ruling, it is essential to understand how diversity in higher education aids students in becoming effective citizens in a democratic society, both through increased cultural awareness and sensitivity, and the ability to recognize instances of social inequity that are inconsistent with pluralistic, democratic values. We operationalize Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity using items that assess student attitudes toward social issues in the United States. Students rating high on Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity recognize historical and current social problems that conflict with the democratic ideals of the country, and should therefore be more effective citizens. This study uses two student samples-an exploratory volunteer sample and a nationally representative sample of law students, both of whom report on their undergraduate experiences. Initially using the volunteer sample and replicating these results with a randomly drawn sample, we test our hypothesis that Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity additively and multiplicatively benefit students.
Study 1
Method
Sample and Participants
Data for this manuscript was collected by researchers for the Educational Diversity Project (EDP; http://www.unc.edu/edp/), a multidisciplinary, multisite study of law students. Participants in Study 1 include 1,963 incoming law school students from 16 ABAapproved, accredited law schools, originating from 442 undergraduate institutions. Administrators of the 16 law schools in this sample volunteered to be a part of EDP after hearing about the study through a presentation at an annual Law School Admissions Council (LSAC) meeting, or after reading about the study from a newsletter widely distributed to admissions counselors. The schools in the volunteer sample reported in Study 1 were not included in the random sample reported in Study 2. Schools in the volunteer sample are not a probability sample of law schools in the U.S., but they represent 12 states spanning the continental United States. On average, 58.2% of law students per school completed surveys. Table 1 provides descriptive institutional characteristics for both undergraduate and law schools included in the sample. See Table  2 for student demographic characteristics.
Data were collected during law school orientation in fall 2004 by a joint team of researchers from three universities as part of the EDP. Institutional characteristics of the students' undergraduate institutions were obtained using the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS; http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/) from Fall, 2004, and law school characteristics were obtained from American Bar Association (ABA) data sources on law schools.
Educational Diversity Assessment and Procedure
During law school orientation, participants were asked to complete a paper survey containing questions about their demographic background, family, high school and college, experiences with discrimination and interactions with persons of diverse backgrounds, political and social attitudes, and goals and expectations Note. RDI ϭ Racial Diversity Index, a measure of the racial heterogeneity (the compliment of the sum of the squared proportion of each ethnic group); unity indicates complete heterogeneity and zero indicates pure homogeneity. Selectivity is calculated as the number admitted over the number of applications so lower numbers indicate greater selectivity.
Core sample undergraduate N (number of colleges for which we have institutional data) ranges from 777 to 837; law school N (number of law schools for which we have institutional data) ranges from 48 to 50. Volunteer sample undergraduate N ranges from 430 to 442; law school N ϭ 16. Note. Childhood household income and ranges from 1 (Below $10,000) to 8 (Over $500,000). Political Orientation ranges from 1 (Extremely Liberal) to 5 (Extremely Conservative). Volunteer sample consists of 1963 people. Valid N ranges from 1779 to 1931. Core sample consists of 6,100 people. Valid N ranges from 5,252 to 6,100.
for law school and their careers. In addition to consent to participate, we asked students whether they would be willing to provide consent to allow EDP researchers to connect their responses on the baseline survey with LSAC databases containing student Law School Admissions Test (LSAT) registration information, including verified information about the student's undergraduate university or college. Data about law school attributes were made available to the EDP research team from the ABA.
Measures
Institutional characteristics. Institution-(both college-and law-school) level predictors included: student enrollment, selectivity (measured by the number of students accepted divided by the number admitted), sector (public (0) or private (1)), and compositional racial diversity/heterogeneity as measured by the Racial Diversity Index (RDI; one minus the sum of squared proportions of ethnic groups represented in the student body):
Student background characteristics. Student self-reports on the EDP survey included age, race/ethnicity (Non-Hispanic White, African American, Asian American/Pacific Islander, Mexican American, Non-Mexican Hispanic, Multiracial of Color and Multiracial White; these categories were dichotomized in Study 1 as White and Non-White), gender, LSAT scores, political orientation (a five-point scale ranging from 1 (extremely liberal) to 5 (extremely conservative), and family household income during childhood (a nine-point scale ranging from 1 (below $10,000) to 9 (over $500,000) that was trimmed in analysis to combine the two highest categories due to low cell counts). Self-reported age, race/ethnicity, gender, and LSAT scores were verified with the LSAC databases.
Educational diversity: Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity. We hypothesized that two separate factors would describe educational diversity. We tested the validity of these factors in this study by using the responses provided by volunteer sample participants.
The first latent academic diversity factor, Contact Diversity, measured the frequency of interactions with peers of diverse backgrounds. All hypothesized items were found to load highly on the factor distinctly from the other diversity factor (Classroom Diversity). Items included on this factor are listed in Table 3 and asked about the frequency with which individuals, during their undergraduate years, had close friends, romantic partners, study partners, and roommates of different racial/ethnic backgrounds. Table 4 contains descriptive statistics for diversity measures.
The second latent academic diversity factor was Classroom Diversity, which assessed the extent to which students learned about multicultural issues in courses or other formal, academic settings. All hypothesized items, given in Table 3, were found to load highly on the Classroom Diversity factor, and not on the Contact Diversity factor. Items ascertained how often students, during their undergraduate years, discussed racial issues, took ethnic studies courses, and attended racial/cultural awareness programs.
We hypothesized that the statistical interaction between these two latent diversity factors would positively influence student outcomes, over and above the main effects of these factors alone. Theoretically, persons who engage in frequent and informal relationships with diverse peers might gain more from courses in academic settings, and persons who learn about multicultural issues in class should be able to apply this knowledge to their personal interactions. As discussed above, we estimated individual factor scores on the latent diversity variables and multiplied them together to obtain an interaction term that was included in the multilevel regression.
Educational outcomes. The educational outcomes of interest, also partially based on theory from Gurin et al. (2002) , were constructed in the same manner as the diversity factors. Table 5 contains correlations between all measures used in this analysis.
The first latent factor hypothesized to benefit from diversity was Cognitive Openness. It included items tapping a student's openness and enthusiasm to learn new ideas and perspectives. Participants rated how frequently they engaged in the following activities during their last year in college: "I attended lectures, seminars, or colloquia that were not required for my courses," "I contributed to class discussions," and "I had serious conversations with students who are very different from me in terms of their religious beliefs, political opinions, or personal values." Openness to diverse viewpoints should increase with the exposure of multicultural issues in academic settings, with increased exposure to diverse peers in informal interactions, and may possibly increase as a function of the interaction between the diversity factors.
In addition to Cognitive Openness, we hypothesized that students would have more Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity if they were relatively high on Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity. These outcome measures assess the extent to which students are attuned to societal problems of inequality. For items loading on this factor, students were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with the attitude statements (all reverse keyed): "People at the bottom of the economic scale are probably lazier than those at the top;" "In America today, every person has an equal opportunity to achieve economic success;" and "Because Irish, Italians, Jews, and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up, Blacks should do the same without any special favors."
Data Analysis
Of the 1,963 students in the volunteer sample, 1,463 (74.4%) completed all necessary items for the current analyses. The first analysis step for Study 1 was to determine a measurement model for diversity and outcome factors. We evaluated the reliability of our hypothesized diversity and academic outcome factors. Due to the categorical nature of the survey items that measure student undergraduate experiences with diversity (Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity), their Cognitive Openness, and their attitudes toward equality beliefs, we used software designed to handle latent variable analysis with categorical data. We carried out an oblique rotation exploratory factor analysis, obtaining a two-factor solution for the diversity items, and a two-factor solution for educational outcomes. Factor scores were estimated and used for subsequent multilevel regression models. Multilevel modeling (i.e., hierarchical linear modeling; see Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002 , for an in-depth treatment) accounts for the observed covariance between student-level diversity data (Level-1 units), which exists due to their nesting within groups (nesting within multiple groups that are not nested within each other, such as students in this study who are nested within colleges and law schools, is referred to as "cross-classification"). Institution-level (Level 2) predictors that are constant for every individual nested within a given school are combined with student-level predictors to predict individual differences in academic outcomes. Multilevel modeling allows for Level 1 intercepts (and slopes, if desired) to vary randomly across colleges and law schools.
Cross-classified multilevel models were evaluated to assess the degree to which individual experiences with Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity during undergraduate years affected Cognitive Openness and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity as students entered law school. We analyzed these two outcomes using separate models. Level 1 variables that we controlled for were: age, gender, LSAT score, race/ ethnicity, SES (measured by childhood household income), and political orientation. Level 2 controls for both college and law school were sector (public or private), enrollment, selectivity, and racial diversity/heterogeneity, as measured by the Racial Diversity Index. For both models we examined these relationships by including Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity factor scores, along with their interaction term, while controlling for student-level factors, as well as for characteristics of the undergraduate institution they attended and the law school they were about to attend.
Models were evaluated in a particular sequence starting with the unconditional model containing only random effects of law school and undergraduate institution on the Level 1 intercept, to a model containing only Level-1 predictors and controls. Significant Level 1 controls, in addition to diversity measures (whether significant or not), were retained for Level 2 analysis. The final multilevel models incorporate control variables that are significantly related to Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity and Cognitive Openness, as well as the predictors of interest: Contact Diversity, Classroom Diversity, and their interaction.
Results
Factor Structure of the Diversity Experience Predictors and Educational Outcomes
The two-factor solution for the diversity experience predictors, as well as the educational Note. All items range from 1 ϭ never to 5 ϭ very often, except the roommate questions, which was dichotomous (0 ϭ no and 1 ϭ yes).
outcomes, fit the data well (RMSEA ϭ .00 for Cognitive Openness and .02 Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity). The hypothesized factor structure was confirmed, so factor loadings were used to create estimated factor scores for each study participant. Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity are moderately correlated (r ϭ .38), while Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity and Cognitive Openness are slightly correlated (r ϭ .12).
Multilevel Modeling
Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. The unconditional model predicting Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity showed significant random effects for both college and law school on the Level 1 intercept ( 2 (336) ϭ 457.66, p Ͻ .001; 2 (13) ϭ 66.09, p Ͻ .001, respectively), indicating significant variation across both colleges and law schools for Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. The intraclass correlation (ICC) for the unconditional model, which measures the amount of variance in Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity that is explained at Level 2 (between institutions), was .11. In the final model, statistically significant Level 1 controls were: gender, political orientation, nonWhite race/ethnicity, and age. Table 6 presents the coefficients for the estimated model for Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Women had higher levels of Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity than men (B ϭ .10; p Ͻ .05), political conservatives had lower levels of Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity (B ϭ Ϫ.57; p Ͻ .001), students of color had higher levels of Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity (B ϭ .17; p ϭ .001), and older students had higher levels of Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity (B ϭ 1.33; p Ͻ .01; note that age was linearly transformed to achieve normality). No predictors describing attributes of the student's undergraduate institution or their current law school explained Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Of the diversity predictors, only Classroom Diversity was significantly related to Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity (B ϭ .20; p Ͻ .001). Because Classroom Diversity and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity are standardized, the regression weight can be interpreted as follows: One standard deviation increase in Classroom Diversity is associated with an expected .20 standard deviation increase in Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Random effects for law school and college remained significant in the final model ( 2 (336) ϭ Table 6 .
Discussion
Our Study 1 objectives were twofold. First, we wished to test the validity of our hypothesized predictor and outcome latent factors. Second, we wanted to test our hypothesis concerning the effects of exposure to diversity (classroom and contact) in college on two types of student outcomes. We hypothesized that Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity would both have main effects on Cognitive Openness as well as Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity, and we thought that these two types of diversity might interact to achieve even greater levels of both student outcomes if an individual experienced high levels of both.
Our factor structure was supported: we were able to differentiate items that measured Classroom Diversity (formal multicultural learning) from those that measured Contact Diversity (frequent informal exposure to diverse peers), and we were able to differentiate items that measured Cognitive Openness from items that measured Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Furthermore, the factor structures fit the data well.
Results from Study 1 partially support our hypothesis of how diversity experiences in college influence academic outcomes. As expected, Classroom Diversity was positively related to both outcomes, with a moderately large positive effect on Cognitive Openness and a moderate effect on Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Although our cross-sectional survey data cannot speak to issues of causality, the (Raudenbush, Bryk & Congdon, 2005) . a Transformed to achieve normality * p Ͻ .05. ** p Ͻ .01. *** p Ͻ .001 controls of age, gender, ethnicity, LSAT scores, SES, and political orientation, as well as college and law school institutional characteristics, increase our confidence about the nature of these effects. We also predicted that Contact Diversity, the frequency with which students interacted with diverse peers in informal settings during college, would positively impact both academic outcomes. Our hypothesis was partially supported in this volunteer law school sample. Contact Diversity had a moderate positive effect on Cognitive Openness, but no significant effect on Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Again, while causality cannot be established, prior work by Powers and Ellison (1995) suggests the hypothesized causal direction for this particular effect.
Finally, we believed that students who were high on both Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity might have more positive outcomes, over and above the impact of either diversity factor alone, but this hypothesis was not supported in this sample. No significant effect emerged for the interaction between informal diversity and Classroom Diversity.
While these findings are interesting and encouraging, the sample used in Study 1 is not representative of the population of law students in the United States. Study 2 employs the same multilevel regression as Study 1, using our measures of Contact Diversity, Classroom Diversity, Cognitive Openness, and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. The Study 2 sample is a nationally representative probability sample of 6,100 incoming law school students. A replication of the multilevel regression results from Study 1 would provide us with greater confidence in our findings of how experiences with diversity during college influence law student's ability to sustain cognitive complexity through increased perspective taking, as well as their awareness of social problems inconsistent with democratic values.
Study 2
Method Sample and Participants
Participants were 6,100 incoming law school students from 50 nationally representative, ABA-approved, accredited U. S. law schools, cross-classified in 837 undergraduate institutions from across the country. Schools in this sample were drawn using two methods. EDP investigators oversampled schools that were identified as having very high minority populations (N ϭ 7), and randomly drew 46 schools from the remaining 177 ABA-approved law schools. Of these schools, one was ineligible to participate and two were nonresponsive, resulting in a sample of 50 law schools. Data were collected during law school orientation in Fall, 2004 by a joint team of researchers from three universities as part of the EDP. Of the schools with high minority representations, average student response rates were 75.5%, and student response rates at the remaining schools were 51.8% on average. Higher response rates in the former are attributable to administration method; all students in the high minority representation sample completed surveys during orientation instead of taking surveys home with them. Institutional characteristics of the students' undergraduate institutions were obtained using IPEDS from Fall, 2004, and law school characteristics were obtained from ABA data sources on law schools. Tables 1 and 2 provide descriptive statistics for characteristics at Levels 1 and 2.
Almost all of the respondents who agreed to have their surveys matched with LSAC databases (97.4%) were successfully matched to the databases containing verified student undergraduate institutions. Of these students, 4,058 (68.3% of matched sample/66.5% of total sample) completed all items necessary for the current analyses. Multiple imputation for missing data on these variables was considered but not implemented in these analyses because of the uncertain state of the multiple imputation literature to date surrounding multiple imputation of nested (dependent) categorical or nominal data (see Allison, 2005) . Instead, full information maximum likelihood estimation was used to handle missing data (Arbuckle, 1996; Wothke, 2000) .
Educational Diversity Assessment and Procedure
The survey instrument was identical to the EDP survey used for Study 1 and included items assessing personal characteristics, childhood and college experiences, and law school goals and expectations. In addition to consent to participate, we asked students whether they would be willing to provide consent to allow the EDP researchers to connect their responses on the baseline survey with LSAC databases containing student LSAT registration information, including verified information about the student's undergraduate university or college. As the present analysis requires the use of college-level variables, we excluded from the sample data from participants who declined to provide consent for this purpose. Data about law school attributes were made available to the EDP research team from the ABA.
Measures
The Study 2 Measures Were Identical to Those in Study 1 Except as follows:
Student background characteristics. Student self-reports on race/ethnicity (NonHispanic White, African American, Asian American/Pacific Islander, Mexican American or Hispanic) were reference coded with White as the reference group.
Educational diversity and academic outcomes. Four latent variables were created using estimated factor scores from Study 1. Table 4 contains descriptive statistics for all items comprising diversity and outcome factors for the core sample, and Table 5 contains correlations for all items included in the analyses.
Data Analysis
Our analyses of this sample followed the same procedure as Study 1, but with a priori factor scores already in place. Incoming law students were cross-classified within the undergraduate institution and current law school. Two separate, multilevel regression analyses were conducted testing Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity and Cognitive Openness on individual-level, college-level, and law schoollevel controls, as well as Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity.
We first tested an unconditional multilevel model for each outcome. This model included random effects for both undergraduate institution and current law school on the Level 1 intercept. Next, individual-level demographics and diversity constructs were added, and significant controls were retained as Level 2 controls were tested. Final models for Cognitive Openness and Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity include statistically significant Level 1 and 2 controls, random effects for college and law school, and diversity indicators (Classroom Diversity, Contact Diversity, and the interaction between the two). 
Results
Contact
Discussion
Study 2 used data from 6,100 incoming law students in a nationally representative sample and replicated the findings of Study 1 concerning the effects of two types of diversity experiences in college on academic outcomes as students enter law school. Controlling for betweencollege and between-law school dependence in individuals, as well as controlling for school and demographic characteristics that influenced the academic outcomes, we found consistent evidence for a small-to-moderate, positive effect of Classroom Diversity on Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity, and moderate effects of both Classroom Diversity and Contact Diversity on Cognitive Openness. We also consistently found that Contact Diversity does not influence Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity, and that the statistical interaction of the two forms of diversity did not improve academic outcomes over and above the additive effects of these factors.
It is interesting that compositional racial diversity (measured by the Racial Diversity Index) does not significantly account for Cognitive Openness or Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity. Looking to Allport (1954) for an explanation, this phenomenon does not seem as surprising. Allport noticed that mere compositional diversity is not sufficient (but is necessary) for reducing prejudice. The existence of diverse others is neither inherently negative nor positive; informal, frequent, cooperative interactions are necessary for achieving positive outcomes. We found support for this notion in our studies-Contact Diversity positively impacted students' ability and willingness to consider alternative perspectives (Cognitive Openness).
While the analyses reported here are limited by their cross-sectional nature, and thus causality cannot be assured, we have controlled for what we perceived as the most meaningful demographic background characteristics that had potential for confounding causality in our model. By testing whether undergraduate university/college and law school size, selectivity, compositional racial diversity, and sector, as well as individual gender, age, race/ethnicity, LSAT score, SES/income, and political orientation influenced Cognitive Openness or Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity, and controlling for those characteristics that did, we believe that the relationships between Contact Diversity and Classroom Diversity with the academic outcomes are not accountable to any of these characteristics. Furthermore, our results replicate findings and provide further support for several previous studies (e.g., Hurtado, 2005; Antonio et al., 2004; Chang, 2002; Gurin et al., 2002) . However, we realize that spurious relationships may still exist; some unmeasured variables may be mediating the relationships between diversity measures and outcomes.
Another study limitation, inherent in its cross-sectional nature, is the question of directionality of causation. It may be the case, for instance, that high scores on Attitudes Favoring Equal Opportunity items cause students to engage in academic coursework that deals with issues of multiculturalism, or that more cognitively open students tend to interact with diverse peers more frequently. However, studies by Chang (2002) and Powers and Ellison (1995) show that the hypothesized direction of causality is more plausible.
A final limitation of our study derives from self-reported data. We do not have direct behavioral measures of student outcomes or experiences with diversity and must rely on the veracity of students' self reports. Some students may have misrepresented their beliefs for social desirability even though students were aware that their responses were confidential.
Conclusion
These results lead to the question of whether diversity influences distinct racial/ethnic and gender groups differently. The authors are currently researching this possibility with a multigroup structural equations analysis (Gottfredson, Panter, Daye, Allen, Wightman, & Deo, 2007) . Furthermore, analysis of longitudinal data on student experiences will clarify issues of causality. If positive findings for diversity persist even while controlling for baseline measures of educational outcomes, we will be more certain that diversity has positive effects on students.
Our study findings underscore the importance of diversity in academic settings. Educational policies that support daily interactions of students with diverse peers and encourage curricular requirements for multicultural education are shown to have the benefit of producing academically stronger students (defined by students who are able to hold more complex viewpoints that take multiple perspectives in to account). Furthermore, students who have been formally educated about multicultural issues will become more keenly aware of social problems and inequality, resulting in a more democratically nuanced class of students.
